DOCUMENT RESUME 



ED 464 036 



SP 040 588 



AUTHOR 

TITLE 

INSTITUTION 
PUB DATE 
NOTE 



PUB TYPE 
EDRS PRICE 
DESCRIPTORS 



IDENTIFIERS 



Schefter, Maria; Inoue, Yukiko 

Feedback from Faculty Development Day on Faculty Governance. 
Guam Univ. , Mangilao. Coll, of Education. 

2001 - 00-00 

3 lp . ; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the College 
of Arts and Sciences Research Conference (Mangilao, Guam, 
April 16-17, 2001). Prepared in consultation with Chris 
Lobban, Brian Millhoff, and John Jenson. 

Reports - Research (143) -- Speeches/Meeting Papers (150) 

MF01/PC02 Plus Postage. 

College Faculty; Collegiality; ^Faculty Development; 
Governance; Higher Education; Teacher Administrator 
Relationship; Teacher Improvement; Teacher Participation 
University of Guam 



ABSTRACT 



This report presents feedback on the University of Guam's 
Faculty Development Day (FDD) (January 19, 2001), which focused on collegial 
faculty governance and highlighted interactions between the Senate, faculty, 
and administration. Feedback came from feedback surveys designed to gauge the 
success of the workshop. The surveys asked about participants' background in 
collegial governance, perceptions of FDD effectiveness, motivation to 
participate in collegial governance, interest in further learning about 
governance, information obtained, and demographics. Results indicated that 
participants considered the FDD successful. They left with basic tools for 
participating effectively in faculty governance. Most reported improved 
attitudes about participating in faculty governance and agreed that the 
Faculty Senate was a step forward in university governance. Faculty members 
were optimistic about the Faculty Senate establishing a good working 
relationship with the university administration. Respondents mentioned the 
need for a culture of continuous improvement and ethics at the university. 

The faculty wanted to continue professional development in governance as well 
as in other areas. Two appendixes present a description of the feedback 
plan/design, instruments, data analysis and interpretation and limitations 
and detailed tabulations or analyses of quantitative data and transcripts or 
summaries of qualitative data. (SM) 
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Executive summary 

The Faculty Development Day (FDD) on faculty governance, Jan. 19, 2001, was an 
important focus of Dr. James Postma’s visit; he also met with the president, 
administrators, Board of Regents, Senators and informally with faculty over a three-day 
period. This report only covers the feedback surveys for the FDD workshops and is not 
intended to evaluate the entire faulty development event. 

According to the feedback surveys, FDD informed respondents about senatorial 
processes and motivated them to continue learning and to participate in collegial 
governance at UOG — 

“Best development day activity in at least 5-8 years.” 

Junior and senior faculty were present, representing all seven UOG units: CALS, 

CAS, CBPA, CNHS, COE, LR, GS&R, as well as several administrators, regents, 
legislators, and alumni. 

Descriptive statistics on rating scales for the questions on the yellow page attested to 
the success of Faculty Development Day. Many participants said they left with basic 
tools (concepts and understandings) needed to participate effectively in faculty 
governance (Q 3 and 7). This dramatically contrasts with how they rated their pre- 
workshop knowledge on questions 1 . A large majority reported attitude improvement 
about participating in faculty governance and as a result of FDD they were better 
equipped to be effective in committee work and motivated to participate. Most agreed 
that the Faculty Senate is a step forward in governance for UOG and said they would 
participate in ftiture opportunities to learn about governance through monthly workshops 
and readings. There were 90 valid responses; 149 people attended the workshop; return 
rate was 60%. 

Likewise, the data from the white page suggest optimism about the new Faculty 
Senate’s ability to establish a good working relationship with the UOG administration. 
The valid return rate was 50%; 75 completed the white follow-up questionnaire. Overall, 
as the descriptive statistics show, the workshop was a success and made a good starting 
point for the new Faculty Senate at UOG. 

The open-ended questions (N = 43) elicited praise for this Faculty Development Day, 
although did not directly requesting that input. Concerns included: representation, 
participation, and need for links with the Board of Regents. From Dr. Jim Postma 
respondents learned many practical ideas about processes and challenges of governance 
at California State University (CSU) Chico. ‘Adapt not adopt’ was a theme; people 
suggested carefully considering the many promising aspects of what he said and 
modifying it for UOG. The decision-making / leadership styles workshop generated much 
interest. Respondents mentioned the need for a culture of continuous improvement and 
ethics at UOG. Faculty would like to continue professional development in governance 
and in other areas as well. The recommendations include participants’ suggestions for 
further faculty development and other issues arising from discussion with the committee. 
According to the two questionnaires, the event was well received, even though the 
correspondence with the structure and learning objectives was tenuous. Limitations of the 
data and weaknesses of the FDD are noted in the report. 
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I) 



Introduction to the report 



A) Purpose of the feedback surveys 

Feedback after workshops provides organizers with both a measure of success of 
the program and ideas to improve future programs. The Faculty Development Day 
(FDD) organizing committee worked with the speaker to develop learning goals for 
the workshop. The self-assessment feedback surveys were intended to gauge the 
success of the workshop in these terms, without “testing” participants on knowledge 
gained, as well as to address some related questions of interest to the Faculty Senate 
President. Evidence of success validates time and money expended. 

B) Audiences for feedback reports 

People who reviewed draft reports 

• Faculty Council FDD Committee for 2001 

• Senate President (former Faculty Council Chair) 

• Senate Committee on Faculty Excellence (Under the new Senate, the CFE 
committee takes charge of faculty development; members are: Professors Barry 
Smith, Brian Millhoff, and Ron McNinch); other Senators 

Dissemination suggestions for CFE 

• Other Faculty Senators as appropriate 

• Academic deans 

• CAS annual conference in April (presentation / discussion) 

• UOG senate website 

• Dr. James Postma, the presenter 

• Triton’s Call (perhaps a feature on faculty learning) 

• UOG faculty, administrators, Regents; anyone involved in collegial governance 

• Alumni and interested community members 

C) Limitations of the evaluation 

• Reliability of the questionnaires is presumed. 

• Only 60% of the participants turned in their responses to the yellow form closed- 
ended questions, 30% to the yellow form open-ended questions, 50% to the white 
form closed-ended questions. 

• Feedback forms turned in at lunchtime did not reflect the whole of FDD. 

• The surveys do not indicate clearly the extent to which the workshop met the 
specified learning goals. 

For an expanded explanation and further listing of limitations see Appendix A. 

D) Overview of report contents 

The remainder of the report presents: the focus of the survey questions, an 
overview of the feedback plan and procedures, the results, conclusions and 
suggestions, a plea for dialogue, and data appendices. The focus section describes 
FDD, the evaluation questions, and information still needed. The next section gives a 
thumbnail view of the plan to find out people’s opinions and of the plan s limitations. 
The Results section summarizes the 5-point scales and the open-ended questions; 
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some interpretations are suggested. The next section includes criteria and standards 
for judgments, the strengths and weaknesses, and recommendations. The last section 
requests more participation. Appendix A elaborates on the feedback plan, design, 
instruments, data analysis and interpretation, and limitations. Appendix B contains 
some of the descriptive statistics. 



II) Focus of survey questions on the yellow questionnaire 

A) Description of FDD on faculty governance 
Rationale and goals 

As a catalyst to UOG’s turnaround process and in anticipation of the creation of a 
Faculty Senate, this year’s Faculty Development Day (FDD) focused on collegial 
governance and specifically highlighted interactions between Senate, faculty and 
administration. The presenter, Dr. James Postma, shared his rich experience in faculty 
governance at California State University, Chico. Using a metaphor from his 
discipline, he titled the day “The Chemistry of Faculty Governance.” A pervasive 
theme in the day’s sessions was the various and multifaceted possibilities for bonds or 
links among faculty, senate, administration, and Regents in the processes of collegial 
governance. 

People to benefit 

Faculty Development Day usually focuses on UOG faculty. UOG students could 
be indirect and long-term beneficiaries. In this case, because of the focus on the new 
Senate and its interactions with faculty and administration, the benefits were expected 
to be wider than just faculty. Administrators, Regents, legislators, alumni, and other 
members of the Guam community participated. 

The program’s structure, content, activities, and other characteristics 

The one-day event opened at 8:30 a.m. with the inauguration of the newly 
organized Faculty Senate. The flyer stated that Dr. Jim Postma’s presentations would 
include: overviews of perspectives, essential ingredients, options and tradeoffs, 
suggested structures and processes, and lastly the organization as an organism. In one 
workshop, participants brainstormed and debated pros and cons of participating in 
collegial governance. In another workshop participants assessed their leadership 
styles, then grouped to brainstorm the strengths and weakness of being on a 
committee with people having different decision-making styles. 

Operating context 

Funding was secured to hold the meeting at a local hotel and provide a buffet 
luncheon. 

Creation of the faculty senate responds to WASC’s concerns about collegial 
governance that partially led to placing UOG on probation status again. 

Human and other resource requirements needed for FDD 

Dr. Postma was highly recommended by Dr. Estevan, chair of WASC. For 15 
years Dr. Postma has held offices and served on various subcommittees of Chico’s 
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Academic Senate. Funding was secured for his airfare and hotel expenses; he donated 
his time. 

The FDD committee (Dr. Yukiko Inoue, Chair, Dr. Chris Lobban, and Brian 
Millhoff) considered alternative topics, presenters, and formats, then decided on Dr. 
Jim Postma and planned with him, designed advertising, made travel arrangements, 
and coordinated his meeting with the university president, administrators, regents, 
and senators over three days. Dr. Maria Schefter, an educational consultant, 
volunteered to design the yellow feedback survey, analyze it, and take the lead in 
writing this report. Dr. Postma supplied the white feedback from and Dr. Inoue 
analyzed it. 

B) Questions to focus the feedback 

The feedback tools were based on participants’ self-assessment of their 
backgrounds in governance, the effectiveness of the day’s activities, motivation to 
participate, and interest in further learning about governance. Demographic 
information included affiliation and length of time working at UOG and for what 
college / unit. 

• Participants’ backgrounds in collegial governance 
Q 1— had thorough working knowledge 

Q2 — past participation in governance 

• Perceptions of FDD effectiveness 

Q 3 — basic tools to participate in collegial governance 
Q 4 — attitude improved 
Q 5 — applicability to UOG 
Q 6 — Faculty Senate is a step forward 
Q 7 — better equipped to participate on committees 

• Motivation to participate in collegial governance 
Q 8 — motivation to participate 

Q 9 — not priority! 

Q 10 — prefer to wait until learn more 

• Participants’ interest in further learning about governance. 

Q 1 1 — would like monthly workshops 

Q 12 — would read / discuss circulated articles and books 
Q 18 — suggestions for future development on faculty governance 

• Information obtained; the list of expected outcomes for the workshop were: 

Q 16 — concepts learned or reviewed (aimed at eliciting comments on the 
following list from the FDD flyer): 

1 . A list of the attitudes that are needed on the part of trustees, your 
president, administrators, staff, faculty, and students to make collegial 
governance work. 
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2. An understanding of how attitudes and assumptions affect how the Senate 
works with its various constituencies and other campus governance 
structures. 

3. A realistic sense of what can be accomplished in the near term. 

4. Ideas about how structures and policies might be modified without losing 
their essential coherence. 

Q 17 — potential application of learning in Q 16 

• Demographic information included affiliation and length of time working at 
UOG, and college or unit. 

Q 13 — affiliation 
Q 14 — years 
Q 15 — college/ unit 

C) Information needed to complete the evaluation of FDD. 

For this report to be utilized in a more complete evaluation of the whole of FDD, 
several things could be done, pending available time, resources, and motivation: 

• Discuss and interpret results via email and in informal gatherings. 

• Meet in focus groups to better understand the meaning of responses 

• Find and follow-up the non-respondents to the surveys. 

• Meet in focus groups to find out opinions of non-respondents. 

• Find out reasons why faculty chose not to attend (canceling classes, distance from 
campus, topic, etc.) 

• Study the whole process (including goals, outcomes, cost-effectiveness, 
alternative formats) of faculty development. 

• Compare results with similar data from other development activities both on- 
island and from other selected institutions to enhance meaningfulness of the data. 



Ill) Brief overview of feedback plan and procedures 

The FDD committee decided to use written surveys. Several times during the day 
participants were requested to fill out the two survey forms before they left. Each 
form was on two sides of a sheet and they were provided to all participants in the 
workshop folder together with a response card and pencil. For more about the 
feedback plan see Appendix A. 



IV) Presentation of evaluation results - yellow and white questionnaires 
A) Summary of findings 

Results are summarized below for the Likert-type scale questions from the yellow 
form, the white form, and the open-ended questions. 
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Five-point rating scales on the yellow paper 

The results from the yellow survey are presented for all respondents (N= 90) out 
of the total signed in (N= 149); 90% of respondents were faculty. The return rate was 
60%. For ease of understanding, the two levels of agreement were combined as 
Agree, the two levels of disagreement as Disagree (Table 1). The bulleted numbers 
are the question numbers. Analysis of agreement as rounded percentages of FDD 
respondents indicate the following: 

• Participants’ backgrounds in collegial governance 

1 . About 65% of respondents did not have a thorough working knowledge of 
faculty governance before the workshop and readings (Q. 1). 

2. Half had participated in governance (Q. 2). 

• Perception of FDD effectiveness 

3. After the sessions, about 65% of respondents agreed that they had access to 
basic tools (concepts, understandings) needed to participate in governance (Q. 

3). 

4. Approximately 75% reported an attitude improvement about participating in 
faculty governance (Q. 4). 

5. About 85% of respondents rated the FDD readily applicable to UOG (Q. 5). 

6. Approximately 95% of respondents agreed that the Faculty Senate is a step 
forward for UOG governance (Q. 6). 

7. About 65% felt better equipped to be effective in committee work (Q. 7). 

• Motivation to participate in collegial governance 

8. About 65% were motivated to participate (Q. 8). 

9. Only about 15% of respondents thought they needed to focus on disciplinary 
requirements and not involve themselves in voting and joining committees (Q. 

9). 

10. About 25% wanted to wait to learn more about faculty governance before 
joining committees (Q. 10). 

• Participants’ interest in further learning about governance. 

1 1 . About 65% of respondents said they would participate in future opportunities 
to learn about governance through workshops (Q. 1 1). 

12. About 65% said they would participate through readings if made available 
(Q.12). 

• Demographic information included affiliation and length of time working at 
UOG, and college. 

13. About 90% (79) of FDD respondents (90) were faculty. Other participants 
included administrators, regents, legislators, alumni, and community 
members. 

14. Respondents’ number of years at UOG was about 20% in each category from 
1 3 and 4 to 7 years, 25% from 8-11 years, and 15% each in 12 - 15 and 
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over 16 years; these divisions roughly correspond to promotion and tenure 
milestones. 

15. Approximately 15% of attendees were from CALS, 40% from CAS, 5% from 
CBPA, 25% from CNHS, COE, LR, and 10% from GS&R. 



Five-point rating scales on the white paper - results and comments 

Of the 149 people who attended the January 19, 2001 UOG Faculty Council 
Faculty Development Day workshop, 75 completed the follow-up questionnaire on 
the white paper from Dr. Postma. As seen in Table 2a, 33 (43%) participants 
"strongly agreed" and 26 (34%) "agreed" with the Q2 statement (I am optimistic 
about the new Faculty Senate's ability to establish a good working relationship with 
the UOG administration); 39 (51%) strongly agreed and 28 (37%) agreed with Q3 
(Healthy decision-making structures are the most important component of the UOG's 
return to accreditation) [Note: UOG is fully accredited but on probation status], and 
39 (51%) strongly agreed and 21 (28%) agreed with Q5 (A new UOG president will 
make a significant, positive effect on the quality of the university's operations). These 
results seem to be a clear indication of the UOG faculty's high expectation for and 
positive attitude toward the Faculty Senate and for Dr. Peter Lee who was selected by 
the UOG Board of Regent as the UOG president. The result of Q5 also reflects the 
results of the Faculty Council poll conducted in August of 2000. In that poll more 
than two out of three of the faculty named Lee as their first choice for president of 
UOG. 28 (37%) participants strongly agreed and 25 (33%) agreed with Q4 (More 
efficient use of the current budgetary funds will allow the UOG to operate as a quality 
university). This indicates faculty concern about the need for a healthy decision- 
making structure and effective financial management particularly in this time of 
financial crisis. Finally, 9 (12%) participants strongly agreed and 42 (55%) agreed 
with Q 1 (As a result of this workshop, I have better ideas about a healthy faculty 
governance system at the UOG), indicating that the workshop was an informative and 
meaningful opportunity for the participants to understand faculty governance Table 
2b provides the mean, standard deviation, and the valid number of respondents for 
each of the five questions. The participants' feedback to the three questions was very 
positive, and the standard deviations indicate little difference of opinion among the 
faculty. In sum, the faculty responses indicate that the workshop was a success and 
the workshop made a good starting point for the new UOG Faculty Senate. 

Open-ended questions (on the yellow page) 

Praises were expressed in 12 comments even though the open-ended questions 
did not directly request input. One comment noted that the workshop did not seem to 
match the structure or learning objectives advertised. 

The concept of a faculty senate received the greatest number of comments (56). 

Appreciation of hearing how senatorial structure and process work, for example at California State 
University (CSU) Chico — 

The way that CSUC faculty senate & administration relate/function 

w/respect to each other 
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The four unique characteristics of the Academic Senate at Chico State 
are something one should ponder. 

‘Adapt not adopt’ caveats for UOG — 

We should discuss these to see if they have relevance to UOG. Surely 
modification would be needed, but they have promising aspects to them. 

Representation in governance — 

Involve everyone - administrators, ALL faculty, staff & students in 
governance. Faculty are NOT the only ones that make up the university - 
it is a community of students, faculty, staff, administrators and its 
environment! 

Faculty governance should reflect intricacies of the smallest unit. 

Recognizing political realities. 

The senate chair meets weekly with the University President. 

The Senate President have meeting with faculty (at each unit or as a 
whole) at least two times a semester. 

The senate meeting is open to everybody to attend. 

Keep a strong high-profile senate. Hold open forum sessions from time 
to time. 

The importance of involving limited term and adjunct professors in 
governance. 

Ethics: 

Each semester hold workshops on Professional ethics. Develop a 
Professional Ethics manual for students, staff, administrators, and 
*faculty. 

Culture of continuous improvement / impact assessment at UOG / evaluation: 

A) Continue to organize and develop professional autonomy via 
professional professor ethics. B) Develop and employ assessment 
Tests/Tool for courses and programs for academic quality. 

Program evaluation - importance criteria 

Listen to faculty and needs of the academic program (and students 
careers)! 

Discussions/Lectures/Workshops on purpose of university. What effects 
do we have on the island? How many people on Guam take courses? 

B) Interpretation of findings 

The feedback surveys indicate a measure of success for the workshop in that 
many respondents indicated improved knowledge and attitudes for faculty 
governance; these included optimism about a good working relationship with UOG 
administration that will lead to retaining full accreditation. Although improving 
attitude and willingness to participate were not among the stated purposes, these goals 
were clearly present in the planning discussions. The many comments on the 
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